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Sir: 



CITATION OF PRIOR ART UNDER 35 U.S.C. S 301 
AND 37 C.F.R. S 1.501 

Pursuant to 35 U.S.C. § 301, 37 C.F.R. § 1.501(a), and M.P.E.P. § 2202, the undersigned 
herewith submits in the above-identified U.S. Patent No. 5,995,947 patent ("the '947 patent") a 
listing of prior art patents and printed publications, including copies thereof, which have a 
bearing on the patentability of at least one claim of the '947 patent, and provides below an 
explanation of the pertinency and applicability of the cited prior art to at least one claim of the 
'947 patent. In accordance with M.P.E.P. § 2204, this Citation of Prior Art and its attachments 
are being served on the Mountain View, California office of the Steven A. Swemofsky Law 
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Group, the counsel and correspondence address of record for the '947 patent, as provided for in 
37 CF.R. § 1.33(c). A copy of the Certificate of Service is also attached. 

In the interest of full disclosure, it is noted that the undersigned is the third party 
requester in the Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of the '947 patent, filed December 2, 2010, 
w^hich has been assigned U.S. Reexamination Control No. 90/009,857. To the best of the 
undersigned's knowledge and belief, the Office has not yet issued an order to reexamine the '947 
patent. Accordingly, under the provisions of M.P.E.P. § 2204, the undersigned submits that this 
Citation of Prior Art, along w^ith its attachments, should be entered into the official file of the 
'947 patent, and such action is earnestly requested. 

Prior Art Having a Bearing on Patentability of the ^947 Patent 

The undersigned believes that the following prior art has a bearing on the patentability of 
at least claims 1 and 12 of the '947 patent at least because the art was made of record and cited 
against claims in pending U.S. Patent Application No. 12/504,132 ("the '132 application"), 
which claims priority to and shares the same specification as U.S. Patent Application No. 
08/928,559 ("the '559 application") that matured into the '947 patent.' By virtue of its 
relationship to the '559 application, the '132 application has the same or related inventions as the 
'947 patent. As set forth below, some of the claims that were rejected in that application are 
virtually identical to the claims in the '947 patent, including claims virtually identical to the two 
independent claims in the '947 patent. The prior art patents and printed publications cited herein 
and in the '132 application include: 

U.S. Patent No. 5,794,207 to Walker et al., issued August 1 1, 1998 ("Walker") 
(attached as Exhibit A) 

U.S. Patent No. 5,940,812 to Tengel et al., issued August 17, 1999 ("Tengel") 
(attached as Exhibit B) 



* Specifically, the ' 132 application is a divisional of U.S. Application No. 1 1/248,018, which is a continuation of 
U.S. Application No. 09/41 1,683, which is a continuation of the '559 application. 



2 



Citation of Prior Art Under 37 C.F.R. § 1.501 

U.S. Patent No. 5,995,947 
Attorney Docket No. 1090.8001-01 

Ord, B., "Canada's Electronic Mortgage Market," Mortgage Originator . July 1996, 
pp. 16-18 ("Ord")" (attached as Exhibit C) 

U.S. Patent No. 5,870,721 to Norris, issued February 9, 1999 ("Norris") (attached 
as Exhibit D) 

The undersigned also notes that Walker and Norris, as well as prior art U.S. Patent No. 
5,966,699 to Zandi ("Zandi") which the undersigned relied on as a basis for a substantial new 
question of patentability in the Request for Ex Parte Reexamination of the '947 patent, also have 
been made of record and cited against claims in pending U.S. Patent Application No. 12/504,350 
("the '350 application"), which also claims priority to and shares the same specification as the 
'559 application.^ More specifically, Zandi, Walker and Norris have been relied upon in a final 
rejection of various claims presented in the '350 application in the Final Office Action dated 
December 22, 2010 in the '350 application (a copy of which is attached as Exhibit F). For this 
additional reason, the undersigned submits that Walker, Norris, and Zandi are believed to have a 
bearing on the patentability of one or more claims of the '947 patent. 

The undersigned further notes that Tengel and Norris, also have been made of record and 
cited against claims in pending U.S. Patent Application No. 1 1/248,018 ("the '018 application"), 
which also claims priority to and shares the same specification as the '559 application,"* More 
specifically, Tengel and Norris have been relied upon in a final rejection of various claims 
presented in the '018 application in the Final Office Action dated October 26, 2010 in that 
application (a copy of which is attached as Exhibit G). For this additional reason, the 
undersigned submits that Tengel and Norris are believed to have a bearing on the patentability of 
one or more claims of the '947 patent. 



^ Disclosed by the Applicant of the M32 application on July 22, 2009. 

^ Specifically, the '350 application is a divisional of U.S. Application No. 1 1/248,018, which is a continuation of 
U.S. Application No. 09/41 1,683, which is a continuation of the '559 application. 

^ Specifically, the '0 1 8 application is a continuation of U.S. Application No. 09/4 11,683, which is a continuation of 
the '559 application. 
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Pertinence and Applicability of Prior Art Bearing on Patentability of the '947 Patent 

At least for the following reasons, the undersigned considers Walker, Tengel, Ord, and 
Norris pertinent and applicable to the '947 patent. 

Claim 1 of the '947 patent recites: 

1 . A method for processing loan applications, said method 
including the steps of maintaining a database of pending loan 
applications and their statuses at a database server, wherein each 
party to a loan can search and modify that database consistent with 
their role in the transaction by requests to said server from a client 
device identified with their role. 

In the '947 patent, the term "loan application" is defined as including a "loan profile." 
See the '947 patent (a copy of which is attached as Exhibit H) at col. 3, lines 47-48. Therefore, 
the term loan profile appears to be more narrow than the term loan application. 

Claim 56 of the '132 application, which was finally rejected in a Final Office Action 
dated December 22, 2010 ("the '132 Final Office Action," a copy of which is attached as Exhibit 
E), recites: 

56. A method for processing loan profiles, said method 
including the steps of maintaining a database of loan profiles and 
their status at a database server, wherein borrowers and lenders can 
each search and modify the database consistent with their role in a 
loan transaction by requests to said server from a client device. 

In the '132 Final Office Action, claim 56 above was rejected as unpatentable under 35 
U.S.C. § 103 over Walker in view of Tengel in view of Ord. See Ex. E at pages 7 and 8. 

Walker discloses maintaining a database system, specifically Data Storage Device 250 
including Conditional Purchase Offer (CPO) database 265, which includes CPOs 100 
(interpreted as loan applications) and their status. See Ex. A at col. 12, lines 54-67 and col. 17, 
lines 47-64. The database system may be used for mortgage-based CPOs. Id. at col. 16, line 7. 
Thus, Walker discloses "maintaining a database of pending loan applications and their statuses at 
a database server," as recited in claim 1 of the '947 patent. At least for this reason, the 
undersigned considers Walker pertinent and applicable to claim 1 of the '947 patent. 
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Walker further discloses a seller (interpreted as lender) searching available CPO's 100 for 
which the seller may bid. See Ex. A at col. 1 8, line 56 to col. 19, line 1 . The seller may request 
additional data regarding a particular CPO 100 and may bid on a selected CPO 100. See id at 
col. 19, lines 3-28. Thus, Walker discloses "wherein [the lender] party to a loan can search and 
modify that database consistent with [its] role in the transaction by requests to said server from a 
client device identified with [its] role", as recited in claim 1 of the '947 patent. For this 
additional reason, the undersigned considers Walker pertinent and applicable to claim 1 of the 
'947 patent. 

Tengel discloses that a borrower may modify a loan application database by entering loan 
application information and may later retrieve the application to update/complete a partially 
completed application. See Ex, B at col. 8, lines 59-65. Thus, Tengel discloses "wherein [the 
borrower] party to a loan can search and modify that database consistent with [its] role in the 
transaction by requests to said server from a client device identified with [its] role," as recited in 
claim 1 of the '947 patent. At least for this reason, the undersigned considers Tengel pertinent 
and applicable to claim 1 of the '947 patent. 

Ord discloses lenders bidding on mortgage loans available in a database system. See Ex. 
C at page 16, col. 2, third full paragraph ("[L]enders download this information (applicant's 
application from the system) [and] issue commitment letters via the system to the mortgage 
originator. The originator then sits down with the mortgagor, presents the bids on the application 
and the mortgagor chooses one."). Borrowers in Ord can search the database system for lender 
attributes. See id at page 17, col. 2, second full paragraph ("Current rate information is available 
online, through the CANEX system, and also through the lender's own system. This information 
is automatically downloaded to the mortgage originator's laptop computer whenever he updates 
his system."). Thus, Ord discloses that "each party to a loan can search ... that database 
consistent with their role in the transaction by requests to said server from a client device 
identified with their role," as recited in claim 1 of the '947 patent. At least for this reason, the 
undersigned considers Ord pertinent and applicable to claim 1 of the '947 patent. 
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In the M32 Final Office Action, the USPTO specifically found in rejecting claim 56 of 
the '132 application that: 

a. "Walker, in col. 12, lines 54-67 discloses a database of the 
system, and in col. 17, lines 47-64 discloses the database includes a 
borrower conditions and the status of the borrower offer. Walker in 
col. 16, line 7 also discloses that the system may be used with 
mortgages. Furthermore, Walker, in col. 18, line 56 - col. 19, line 
12, discloses a seller searching for buyer offers, and in col. 19, line 
61 - col. 20, line 4 discloses modifying the database by a seller." 

b. "Walker, in col. 17, lines 59-61 suggests that a borrower has 
control over the particular loan profile, but does not specifically 
disclose that they may modify the database. However, Tengel, in 
col. 8, lines 59-65, discloses that a borrower can modify the 
database of their loan profile. It would have been obvious to 
combine the method of maintaining a loan database with the 
technique of allowing modification by the borrower in case 'If the 
potential borrower needs to come back to the loan application' 
(Tengel col. 8, lines 60-62)." 

c. "Walker, in col. 22, lines 40-51 discloses that a seller may issue 
a counteroffer, but does not specifically disclose that the borrower 
can search the counteroffers. However, Ord, in p. 16, col. 2, f 3, 
discloses lenders bidding on mortgage loans, and in in [sic] p. 17, 
col. 2, ^ 1, discloses that borrowers can search the lender attributes. 
It would have been obvious to combine the method of providing a 
loan database with the technique of allowing borrowers to search 
the database so that the lender can 'compare lenders'." 

Ex. E at pages 7 and 8. 

Accordingly, for at least the above reasons, the undersigned submits that as to at least 
claim 1 of the '947 patent, the differences between the method of claim 1 and the method taught 
by Walker are found in the teachings of Tengel and Ord. It would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention of the '947 patent to modify the method 
taught by Walker with the features taught by Tengel and Ord, repectively, to (1) permit a 
borrower to have later access to the loan application to provide updated information; (2) permit 
borrowers to a loan to compare lenders. 

The '132 Final Office Action further rejects claims 57, 60, and 61 presented in the '132 
application as unpatentable under 35 U.S.C. § 103 under Walker, in view of Tengel, Ord, and 
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Norris. See Ex. E at pages 11-13. These claims substantially correspond to claims 2, 19, and 21 
in the '947 patent. A side by side comparison of these claims is as follows: 



Finally Rejected Claim in the M32 Application 


Claim in the *947 Patent 


57. A method as in claim 56,wherein said loan 
profiles comprise loan profiles associated with 
requests for a mortgage loan. 


2. A method as in claim 1, wherein said loan 
applications comprise home mortgage loan 
applications. 


60. A system for processing loan profiles, said 
system including: a database of loan profiles, 
said database including status information 
regarding said loan profiles; and a transaction 
server, said transaction server being 
responsive in real time to requests fi'om parties 
to a loan transaction, said requests including 
requests for searching and request for 
modifying said database consistent with the 
roles of said parties in the transaction. 


19. A system for processing loan 
applications, said system including a database 
of pending loan applications, said database 
including status information regarding said 
pending loan applications; a transaction server, 
said transaction server being responsive in real 
time to requests from parties to said pending 
loan applications, said request including 
requests for searching and requests for 
modifying said database consistent with roles 
for said parties. 


61 . A system as in claim 60, wherein said loan 
profiles comprise loan profiles associated with 
requests for a mortgage loan. 


21. A system as in claim 19, wherein said 
pending loan applications comprise home 
mortgage loan applications. 



Thus, for the same reasons set forth in the '132 Final Office Action, the undersigned 
respectfully submits that claims 2, 19, and 21 are rendered obvious by the combination of 
Walker, Tengel and Ord. See Ex. E at pages 8 and 9. 

Further, claim 12 of the '947 patent, including claims 1 and 1 1 from which it depends, 
recites as follows: 

[1.] A method for processing loan applications, said method 
including the steps of maintaining a database of pending loan 
applications and their statuses at a database server, wherein each 
party to a loan can search and modify that database consistent with 
their role in the transaction by requests to said server from a client 
device identified with their role[,] 

[11.] wherein said database includes computed values which might 
be of interest to lenders[, and] 
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[12.] wherein said computed values include a credit score. 

Ex. H, col. 14, lines 66 - col. 15, lines 5 and 37-40 (emphasis added). 

Norris discloses a method for "closed loop, automatic processing a loan, including 
completion of the application, ... [obtaining] the information needed to process the loan [and] 
[determining] whether to approve the loan." Ex. D at Abstract. In Norris, "[t]he loan approval 
determination is made using a neural network with input obtained in part from the applicant and 
in part from databases accessed by the computer, such as a credit bureau, to obtain a credit 
report." Id, Thus, Norris discloses a database which "includes computed values which might be 
of interest to lenders[, and] said computed values include a credit score," as recited in claim 12 
of the '947 patent. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the invention to modify the method of Walker, in view of Tengel and Ord, with the teachings of 
Norris to include information regarding credit scores in a database for automated loan 
application processing, since such information is particularly valuable in the loan application 
process. 
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Conclusion 



In view of the relationship between the '947 patent and the '132 application, including, 
for example, the similar inventions contained therein, the '132 Final Office Action (Ex. E), and 
the substantive reasons set forth above, the undersigned submits that Walker, Tengel, Ord, and 
Norris are pertinent and applicable to at least claims 1, 2, 12, 19, and 21 of the '947 patent. 
Further, in light of those prior art references being cited against claims in the '132 application, 
the '350 application, and the '018 application, which share the same specification and claim 
priority to the '559 application, the references have a bearing on the patentability of at least 
claims 1, 2, 12, 19 and 21 of the '947 patent. 

In view of the foregoing remarks, the undersigned respectfully requests that this Citation 
of Prior Art be entered in the official file of the '947 patent. 

The undersigned believes no fees are due with respect to this filing. However, should the 
Office determine that fees are necessary, the Office is hereby authorized to charge Deposit 
Account No. 504126 accordingly 



Dated: January 28, 2011 




O'BRIEN JONES, PLLC 
1951 Kidwell Drive 
Suite 550B 

Tysons Comer, V A 22182 
(202) 292.4693 (office) 
(202) 292.4691 (fax) 
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A SHORTENED STATUTORY PERIOD FOR REPLY IS SET TO EXPIRE 3 MONTH(S) OR THIRTY (30) DAYS, 
WHICHEVER IS LONGER, FROM THE MAILING DATE OF THIS COMMUNICATION. 

- Extensions of time may be available under the provisions of 37 CFR 1 .136(a). In no eveni, however, may a reply be timely filed 
after SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- If NO period for reply is specified above, the maximum statutory period will apply and will expire SIX (6) MONTHS from the mailing date of this communication. 

- Failure to reply wlthiri the set or extended period for reply will, by statute, cause the application to become ABANDONED (35 U.S.C. § 133). 
Any reply received by the Office later than three months after the mailing date of this communication, even if timely filed, may reduce any 
earned patent term adjustment. See 37 CFR 1 .704(b). 

Status 

1 )S Responsive to coinmunication(s) filed on 12 October 2010 . 
2a)S This action is FINAL. 2b)n This action is non-final. 

3) 0 Since this application is in condition for allowance except for formal matters, prosecution as to the merits is 

closed in accordance with the practice under Ex parte Quayle, 1935 CD. 1 1 , 453 O.G. 213. 

Disposition of Claims 

4) ^ Claim(s) 56-69,91-93 and 1 14-139 is/are pending in the application. 

4a) Of the above claim(s) is/are withdrawn from consideration. 

5) 0 Claim(s) is/are allowed. 

6) S Claim(s) 56-69,91-93 and 1 14-139 is/are rejected. 
?)□ Claim(s) is/are objected to. 

8) 0 Claim(s) are subject to restriction and/or election requirement. 

Application Papers 

9) 0 The specification is objected to by the Examiner. 

10)0 The drawing(s) filed on is/are: a)n accepted or b)n objected to by the Examiner. 

Applicant may not request that any objection to the drawing(s) be held in abeyance. See 37 CFR 1 .85(a). 

Replacement drawing sheet(s) including the correction is required if the drawing(s) is objected to. See 37 CFR 1 .121(d). 
1 1 )□ The oath or declaration is objected to by the Examiner. Note the attached Office Action or form PTO-1 52. 

Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)n Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 1 1 9(a)-(d) or (f). 
a)n All b)n Some * c)n None of: 

1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2. n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
* See the attached detailed Office action for a list of the certified copies not received. 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the amendment filed 12 October 2010. 

2. Claims 59, 63, 66, 69, 91 , 93 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1 1 4-1 39 have been added. 

4. Claims 56-69, 91-93. 11 4-1 39 are currently pending and have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

5. Regarding the previous objection to the claim listing, Applicant has successfully included a full 
claim listing with correct claim markings. Examiner thanks Applicant for attention to this matter, 
and future amendments will not require the full text of cancelled claims. 

6. Regarding the previous 35 USC § 101 rejection of claims 91-93, Applicant has successfully 
included a particular device in the system claims, and, accordingly, the rejection is rescinded. 

7. Regarding the previous 35 USC § 112, 1^* paragraph rejection of claim 93, Applicant has 
amended the claim, rendering the particular rejection moot. However, newly added claim 115 
recites substantially the same limitation, and, accordingly, is rejected under 35 USC § 112, 1^ 
paragraph as new matter. Claim 115 recites "wherein said search requests are initiated only by 
said lender" (emphasis added). Negative limitations such as those above require support in the 
specification, however, the specification is devoid of any mention of instances in which only the 
lender initiates search requests (see e.g. spec p. 25, lines 4-5; p. 36, lines 19-22 showing the 
system supports borrower searches). Contrast with newly added claim 114, which recites 
"wherein said search requests Include at. least some not initiated by the borrower", which Is 
supported by the specification, which discloses that search requests may be performed by a 
lender, ie "not initiated by a borrow". 
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8. Applicant further argues that information that was known in the general state of the art at the time 
of the invention should be considered in regard to adding information to claims that was not 
present in the original specification (Applicant's arguments, pp. 41-43). However, Examiner notes 
that this is not the proper test regarding adding information to the claims that was not present in 
the original specification. "To comply with the written description requirement of 35 U.S.C. 112, 
para. 1, or to be entitled to an earlier priority date or filing date under 35 U.S.C. 119, 120, or 
365(c), each claim limitation must be expressly, implicitly, or inherently suppone6 in the originally 
filed disclosure. When an explicit limitation in a claim 'is not present in the written description 
whose benefit is sought it must be shown that a person of ordinary skill would have understood, 
at the time the patent application was filed, that the description requires that limitation.'" MPEP § 
2163(b) (emphasis added). 

9. For instance, the specification, on p. 36, lines 6-7 disclose "after verification of the prospective 
loan information or other formalities, the lender completes the loan". This passage gives support 
for including verification of a prospective loan after submission of a loan package, but does not 
give support for particular types of verifications that are supposedly known in the art. 

10- Examiner also notes that mere rephrasing (MPEP § 2163.07(1)) or correction of obvious errors 
(MPEP § 2163,07(11)) are adequately supported by the specification, however, as shown below, 
many of the limitations included within the new claim limitations do not fall under either of these 
categories. 

11, Furthermore, if Applicant wishes to avoid additional 35 USC § 112, 1st paragraph rejections in 
subsequent amendments, Examiner respectfully requests pointing to support for each 
amendment, especially when the amendment uses language that is not immediately consistent 
with the specification's wording. See MPEP § 714.02 and § 2163.06 ("Applicant should 
specifically point out the support for any amendments made to the disclosure"). 

12- Regarding the previous 35 USC § 1 12, 1®* paragraph rejection of claims 59, 63, 66, 69, Applicant 
has successfully amended the claims consistently with the specification, and. accordingly, the 
rejection is rescinded. Examiner agrees that the specification, on p. 36. lines 4-7 includes 
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conditions after tlie offer has been extended before grant of the offer. However, Examiner does 
not agree with Applicant's arguments that a "prequalifled loan is one of (many) types of 
conditional loans" (Applicant's arguments, p. 42), as per the current specification. In particular, 
Examiner notes that the specification discloses that prequalification may be performed using 
statistical infomiation about loan applicant's (original claim 18), and in pp. 36, line 13 - pp. 37. 
line 13 discloses prequalifying a borrower in order to "inform the prospective borrower about 
whether or not it is feasible to obtain competitive rates in those contemplated ranges" (p. 37, lines 
11-13), but there is no nexus within the specification that discloses that an offer which originated 
as a bid may be a conditional offer. The claims depend from claims that state "at least one bid on 
a loan profile from one of a plurality of potential lenders" (e.g. claim 58) and "wherein said bid 
Includes an offer" (e.g. claim 59), and. accordingly, the specification does not support that a bid 
may be used as a prequalification offer. 

13. Applicant's arguments filed 12 October 2010 regarding the prior art rejection of the claims have 
been fully considered but they are not persuasive. In particular, Applicant argues that Tengel and 
Norris are not combinable, because Tengel cannot provide a loan offer (Applicant's Arguments, p. 
49. However, as shown in the rejection, Norris combined with Tengel is not the basis of the 
rejection. In particular, Ord discloses providing a loan offer, and Norris is used to show an offer 
can include conditions following acceptance (see e.g. col. 7, lines 17-23). 

14. In addition, see updated rejection below. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

15. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which It is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

16. Claim 115 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as falling to comply with the written 
description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in the 
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specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Claim 
115 recites "wherein the search requests are only initiated by the lender, and wherein both the 
borrower and the lender can initiate modify requests" (emphasis added). However, the 
specification does not disclose any embodiment in which the search requests are only performed 
by the lender (see e.g. spec p. 25, lines 4-5; p. 36, lines 19-22 showing borrower searches). 

17. Claims 116, 122, 128, 134 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. The claims include the limitation "wherein said actions include at least one or more 
actions initiated by a seller", but the specification only discloses that a seller's asking price may 
be included within the system, but not that the seller performs any actions which are used as 
conditional for the loan offer. 

18. Claims 120, 126, 133, 138 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. The claims include the limitation "wherein said offer includes a prequalification offer", 
but the specification only discloses that a broker may prequalify a borrower, not that any bid offer 
includes a prequalification offer. The claims depend from claims that state "at least one bid on a 
loan profile from one of a plurality of potential lenders" (e.g. claim 58) and "wherein said bid 
includes an offer" (e.g. claim 59), and, accordingly, the specification does not support that a bid 
may be used as prequalification. 

19- Claims 121, 127, 134, 139 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply 
with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
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art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. The claims include the limitation "wherein said offer is conditional upon an 
authorization limit associated with said lender", but the specification is devoid of any mention of 
an authorization limit, much less being associated with a bid offer. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

20. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

21. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

22. Claims 56-58, 60-62, 64-65, 67-68, 91-93, 114-115 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Walker et al. (US 5,794,207) in view of Tengel et al. (US 5,940,812) in view of 
Ord. "Canada's Electronic Mortgage Market." Mortgage Originator, July 1996, pp. 16-18. 
(Applicant's IDS, filed 22 July 2009, Non-Patent Literature Documents cite no. 3). 

Claim 56: 

Regarding the limitation: 
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• maintaining a database of loan profiles and their status at a database server, wherein borrowers 
and lenders can each search and modify the database consistent with their role in a loan 
transaction by requests to said server from a client device. 

Walker, in col. 12, lines 54-67 discloses a database of the system, and in col. 17, lines 47-64 discloses 
the database includes a borrower conditions and the status of the borrower offer. Walker in col. 16, line 7 
also discloses that the system may be used with mortgages. Furthermore, Walker, in col. 18, line 56 - col. 
19, line 12, discloses a seller searching for buyer offers, and in col. 19, line 61 - col. 20, line 4 discloses 
modifying the database by a seller. 

Walker, in col. 17, lines 59-61 suggests that a borrower has control over the particular loan profile, but 
does not specifically disclose that the may modify the database. However, Tengel, in col. 8, lines 59-65, 
discloses that a borrower can modify the database of their loan profile. It would have been obvious to 
combine the method of maintaining a loan database with the technique of allowing modification by the 
borrower in case "tf the potential borrower needs to come back to the loan application" (Tengel col. 8, 
lines 60-62). 

Walker, in col. 22, lines 40-51 discloses that a seller may issue a counteroffer, but does not specifically 
disclose that the borrower can search the counteroffers. However, Ord, in p. 16, col. 2, H 3, discloses 
lenders bidding on mortgage loans, and in in p. 17, col. 2, 51 1, discloses that borrowers can search the 
lender attributes. It would have been obvious to combine the method of providing a loan database with 
the technique of allowing borrowers to search the database so that the lender can "compare lenders". 

Claim 57: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 56. In addition, Tengel also 
discloses the following limitation(s): 

• wherein said loan profiles comprise loan profiles associated with requests for a mortgage loan 
(Tengel col. 5, line 24). 

Claim 58: 
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Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 56. Regarding the limitation: 

• wherein said database can be modified by entering at least one bid on a loan profile from one of a 
plurality of potential lenders. 
Walker, in col. 19, line 61 - col. 20, line 4 discloses modifying the database by a seller, and in col. 22, 
lines 40-51 discloses that a seller may issue a counteroffer, but does not specifically disclose that the 
borrower enters a bid. However, Ord, in p. 16, col. 2, fl 3, discloses lenders bidding on mortgage loans. It 
would have been obvious to combine the method of providing a loan database with the technique of 
allowing borrowers to search the database so that the lender can "compare lenders" (Ord). 

Claim 60: 

See above rejection of claim 56. 
Claim 61: 

See above rejection of claims 60 and 57. 
Claim 62: 

See above rejection of claims 60 and 58. 
Claim 64: 

See above rejection of claims 56 and 58. 
Claim 65: 

See above rejection of claims 64 and 58. 
Claim 67: 

See above rejection of claims 56 and 58. 



EXHIBIT E- page 9 



Application/Control Number: 12/504,132 Page 9 

Art Unit: 3628 

Claim 68: 

See above rejection of claims 67 and 58. 
Claim 91 : 

See above rejection of claims 56. In addition, Tengel, in col. 8, lines 37-58 discloses a loan request form. 
Claim 92: 

See above rejection of claims 91 and 58. 
Claim 93: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 91 . Regarding the limitation: 

• wherein the search requests are initiated by the lender, and wherein both the borrower and the 
lender can initiate modify requests. 

Walker, in col. 18, line 56 - col. 19, line 12, discloses a seller searching for buyer offers, and in col. 19, 
line 61 - col. 20. line 4 discloses modifying the database by a seller. Walker, in col. 17, lines 59-61 
suggests that a borrower has control over the particular loan profile, but does not specifically disclose that 
the may modify the database. However, Tengel, in col. 8, lines 59-65, discloses that a borrower can 
modify the database of their loan profile. 

Claim 114: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 93. Walker discloses the limitation: 

• wherein said search requests include at least some not initiated by said borrower (Walker, in col. 
18, line 56 - col. 19, line 12, disclosing a seller searching for buyer offers). 

Claim 115: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 93. Walker discloses the limitation: 
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• wherein said search requests are only initiated by said lender (Walker, in col. 18, line 56 - col. 19, 
line 12, discloses a seller searching for buyer offers). 

It would have been obvious to only include the searchability of the lender, because omission of an 
element and its function is obvious if the function of the element is not desired (See MPEP 2144.04 
(ll)(A)). 

23. Claims 59, 63, 66, 69, 1 16-139 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Walker et al./T enge! et alVOrd. in view of Norris (US 5,870,721 ). 

Claims 59, 63, 66, 69: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 58, 62, 64, 67. Regarding the 
limitation: 

• wherein said bid includes an offer to grant a loan request associated with the loan profile, 
conditional upon one or more actions after said offer is extended. 

Ord, in p. 16, col. 2, H 3, discloses lenders bidding on mortgage loans, but does not specifically disclose 
the bid offers are conditional offers. However, Norris, in col. 7, lines 17-23 discloses offers can include 
verification conditions after the offer is extended. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the 
art at the time of the invention to include verification conditions after an offer Is extended in order "to 
prevent fraud" (Norris col. 7, line 1 8). 

Clalms116, 122, 128, 134: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 59, 63, 66, 69. In addition, Norris 
discloses the following limitations: 

• wherein said actions include at least one or more actions initiated by a seller (Norris col. 7, lines 
17-23, Examiner interprets a lender as a seller of a mortgage). 

Clalms117, 123, 129, 135: 
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Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 59, 63, 66, 69. In addition, Norris 
discloses the following limitations: 

• wherein said actions include at least one or more actions initiated by said lender (Norris col. 7, 
lines 17-23). 

Claims118, 124, 130, 136: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 59, 63, 66, 69. In addition, Norris 
discloses the following limitations: 

• wherein said actions include at least one or more actions not performed by said borrower (Norris 
col. 7, lines 17-23). 

ClaimsllQ, 125, 131,137: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 59, 63, 66, 69. In addition, Norris 
discloses the following limitations: 

• wherein said actions include information transfer (Norris col. 7, lines 17-23). 
Claims 120, 126, 132, 138: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord. as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 59, 63, 66. 69. In addition. Tengel 
discloses the following limitations: 

• wherein said offer includes a loan prequalification offer (Tengel col. 5, lines 20-28 showing loan 
acceptance criteria). 

Claims121,127, 133, 139: 

Walker/Tengel/Ord, as shown above, discloses the limitations of claim 59, 63, 66. 69. In addition, Tengel 
discloses the following limitations: 



EXHIBIT E- page 12 



Application/Control Number: 1 2/504,1 32 Page 1 2 

Art Unit: 3628 

• wherein said offer is conditional upon an authorization limit associated with said lender (Tengel 
col. 5, lines 45-51 showing an authorization limit). 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply Is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to Kevin H. Flynn 
whose telephone number Is 571.270.3108. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 
9:30am-5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Hayes can be reached at 571.272.6708. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov>. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll- 
free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313 
or faxed to 571-273-8300. 
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Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office Customer Service Window: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314. 

/Kevin H. Flynn/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3628 
15 December 2010 

/JOHN W HAYES/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3628 
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1 Certified copies of the priority documents have been received. 

2, n Certified copies of the priority documents have been received in Application No. . 

3. n Copies of the certified copies of the priority documents have been received in this National Stage 

application from the International Bureau (PCT Rule 17.2(a)). 
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DETAILED ACTION 
Status of Claims 

1. This action is in reply to the response filed 13 September 2010 and IDS filed 6 October 2010 and 
supplemental amendment filed 5 November 2010. 

2. Claims 74, 76, 78, 80, 82, 84, 94, 97, 1 00, 1 02, 1 09-1 1 0 have been amended. 

3. Claims 1 1 4-1 78 have been added. 

4. Claims 75, 77, 79, 81 , 83, 85, 95-96, 98, 11 1 , 1 1 3 have been cancelled. 

5. Claims 74, 76, 78. 80, 82, 84, 94, 97, 99, 1 00, 1 02, 1 09-11 0, 11 2, 1 1 4-1 78 are currently pending 
and have been examined. 

Response to Arguments 

6. Regarding the previous objection to the claim listing, Applicant has successfully included a full 
claim listing with correct claim markings. Examiner thanks Applicant for attention to this matter, 
and future amendments will not require the full text of cancelled claims. 

7. Regarding the previous 35 USC § 101 rejection of the claims, Applicant has successfully included 
a particular apparatus within the methods claims, and a particular device within the system 
claims, and, accordingly, the rejections are rescinded. 

8. Furthermore, if Applicant wishes to avoid additional 35 USC § 112, 1st paragraph rejections in 
subsequent amendments. Examiner respectfully requests pointing to support for each 
amendment, especially when the amendment uses language that is not immediately consistent 
with the specification's wording. See MPEP § 714.02 and § 2163,06 ("Applicant should 
specifically point out the support for any amendments made to the disclosure"). 

9- Applicant's arguments with respect to the prior art rejection of the claims have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. In particular, Zandl et al. (US 5,966,699) 
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discloses a database of loans which may be accessed by lenders, offers extended to borrowers, 
and borrowers may accept offers. 

10. In addition, see updated rejection below. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

11. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of carrying out 
his invention. 

12. Claims 74, 76, 78, 80 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with 
the written description requirement. The clalm(s) contains subject matter which was not 
described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant 
art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed 
invention. Claim 74 recites "wherein said details include an offer to grant the loan request without 
substantial further review by the lendef (emphasis added). The specification, on p. 36, lines 4-7, 
discloses that there may be additional review by a lender, but does not give support for the 
negative limitation "without substantial further review by the lender", because 1) negative 
limitations such as those in the claim require express, implicit, or inherent support from the 
specification, none of which are present in the specification, and 2) as shown below, the term 
"substantial" is a term of degree that is unclear based on the specification. 

13. Claims 131 , 135 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing to comply with the 
written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which was not described in 
the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the relevant art that the 
inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the claimed invention. Claim 
131 recites "including identification of a measure of match" (emphasis added). The specification, 
discloses that lender inquiries may be matched to particular loan requests, but does not disclose 
any measure of such a match. 
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14. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly 
claiming the subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

15. Claims 74. 76. 78, 80, 137. 139, 141. 143, 145, 147. 149, 151, 153 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 112, second paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly 
claim the subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. 

16. The term "substantial further financial review" in claim 74. 76, 78, 80, 137, 139, 141, 143, 145, 
147, 149, 151, 153 is a relative term which renders the claim indefinite. The term "substantial 
further financial review" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide a standard 
for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be reasonably 
apprised of the scope of the Invention. The specification, in p. 36, lines 4-7, discloses that 
possible verification may take place, but provides no basis for determining at what point a review 
Is "substantial". 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

17. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth In this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the Invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill In the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be. negatived by the manner In which the invention 
was made. 

18. The factual Inquiries set forth In Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at Issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill In the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present In the application Indicating obviousness or 
nonobvlousness. 



EXHIBIT F- page 5 



Application/Control Number: 12/504,350 Page 5 

Art Unit: 3628 

19. Claims 74, 76. 78, 80, 82, 84, 94, 97, 99, 1 00, 1 02, 1 09-1 1 0, 11 2, 1 1 4-1 78 are rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Zaghi (US 5.966,699) in view of Walker et al. (US 
5,794,207) in view of Hartman et al. (US 5,758,324) in view of Norris (US 5.870,721). 

EXAMINER'S NOTE: Applicant has provided nunnerous claims, many of which recite the same features, 
albeit with slightly different wording. Accordingly, Examiner has provided immediately below particular 
passages within the references which disclose the various elements of the claims. Furthermore, Examiner 
has included rejections of particular claims of note, of which the rationale applied should be considered to 
each and every relevant claim that has not been explicitly so chosen. 

Zaghi. generally shows the majority of the claim limitations, namely: 

• A database of loan requests received from borrowers (Zandi col. 2, lines 21-22, col. 4, line 63 - 
col. 5, line 3, col. 6, lines 59-65); 

• Providing particular bid offers to borrowers (Zandi col. 3, lines 1-11, col. 5, lines 4-1 5, col. 9, lines 
19-32); 

• Equating bids to offers (Zandi col. 6, lines 57-58, col. 9, lines 1 1-13); 

• A bid may be accepted by a borrower (Zandi col. 3. lines 5-1 1 , col. 5, lines 10-15, col. 7. lines 26- 
30, col. 10. lines 9-12. Examiner notes that bid acceptance may be a "modification"); 

• Prequalification requests (Zandi col. 4, lines 56-62, col. 6, lines 23-29, col. 7, lines 58-61); 

• A measure of match of the loans (Zandi. col. 6, lines 57-58 showing analysis of the loan offers); 

• Binding selecdtion of a loan offer (Zandi, in col. 5, lines 10-15 discloses that acceptance of an 
offer is binding). 

Zandi, in col. 2, lines 49-60, col. 9. lines 2-18 discloses a lender checking available borrower requests, 
and performing financial analyses on the loans, but does not specifically disclose comparing information. 
However. Walker, in col. 9, lines 8-16. col. 18, line 46 - col. 19. line 12, discloses that servicer offerors 
may search a database for particular services requested. It would have been obvious to combine the 
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method of checking available borrower requests with the technique of searching the particular requests 
in order "to make it easier for potential sellers to identify relevant [requests]" (Walker col. 9, lines 9-10). 

Walker discloses users being able to search for relevant requests, does not specifically disclose that the 
request filtering is performed via particular criteria, or that the search filter is "stored", however, Hartman, 
in col. 8, lines 24-34 disclose search results for matching criteria in col. 9, lines 22-32, discloses that 
search criteria may be stored. It would have been obvious to combine the method of searching for 
services requested with the technique of storing offeror search requests in case "additional entries 
matching the search parameters can be located in the event the database has been modified and 
contains new entries that satisfy the search parameters" (Hartman col. 9, lines 24-27). 

Zandi, col. 3, lines 1-11, col. 5, lines 4-15, col. 9, lines 19-32, discloses bidding for a particular loan, and 
in col. 6, lines 57-58, coL 9, lines 11-13 discloses that the bids may be considered offers, and In col. 3, 
lines 5-11, col. 5, lines 10-15, coL 7, lines 26-30, col. 10, lines 9-12 discloses that the bid may be 
accepted, but does not explicitly disclose without substantial further financial review by the lender. 
However, Norrls, in cot. 7, lines 17-23 discloses that an accepted offer may be granted with some, but not 
substantial, further financial review by the lender. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to include verification conditions after an offer is extended in order "to 
prevent fraud" (Norris col. 7, line 18). 

Norris, in col. 7, lines 17-23, discloses that the offer is subject to provision or verification of information 
needed to complete the loan request. Norris, in col. 6, lines 53-54 discloses that terms and conditions of 
an offer must be presented. 

Claim 74: 

Zandi, as shown, discloses the limitation: 
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• at a server configured to receive information associated with at least one loan request, receiving 
information associated with said at least one all loan request (Zand! col. 2, lines 21 -22, col. 4, line 
63 - col. 5, line 3, col. 6, lines 59-65); 

Regarding the limitation: 

• comparing, in real time the loan request with one or more loan programs, information about said 
one or more loan programs being accessible to said server; and 

Zandi, In col. 2, lines 49-60, col. 9, lines 2-18 discloses a lender checking available borrower requests, 
and performing financial analyses on the loans, but does not specifically disclose comparing information. 
However, Walker, in col. 9, lines 8-16, col. 18. line 46 - col. 19, line 12, discloses that servicer offerors 
may search a database for particular services requested. It would have been obvious to combine the 
method of checking available borrower requests with the technique of searching the particular requests 
in order "to make it easier for potential sellers to identify relevant [requests]" (Walker col. 9, lines 9-10). 
Zandi discloses the limitation: 

• providing details of at least one of said one or more loan programs in response to said steps of 
comparing (Zandi col. 3, lines 1-11, col. 5, lines 4-15, col. 9, lines 19-32); 

Regarding the limitation: 

• wherein said details include an offer to grant the loan request without substantial further financial 
review by the lender. 

Zandi, col. 3, lines 1-11, col. 5, lines 4-15. col. 9, lines 19-32, discloses bidding for a particular loan, and 
in col. 6, lines 57-58, col. 9, lines 11-13 discloses that the bids may be considered offers, and in col. 3, 
lines 5-11, col. 5, lines 10-15. col. 7, lines 26-30. col. 10. lines 9-12 discloses that the bid may be 
accepted, but does not explicitly disclose without substantial further financial review by the lender. 
However. Norris. in col. 7, lines 17-23 discloses that an accepted offer may be granted with some, but not 
substantial, further financial review by the lender. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to include verification conditions after an offer is extended in order "to 
prevent fraud" (Norris col. 7. line 18). 
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[In the alternative, Examiner believes that Zandi's silence to requiring further financial review may be 
considered "without substantial further review by the lender"]. 

Claim 80: 

See above rejection of claim 74. Furthermore, Walker discloses users being able to search for relevant 
requests, does not specifically disclose that the request filtering is performed via particular criteria, or that 
the search filter is "stored", however, Hartman, in col. 8, lines 24-34 disclose search results for matching 
criteria in col. 9, lines 22-32, discloses that search criteria may be stored. It would have been obvious to 
combine the method of searching for services requested with the technique of storing offeror search 
requests in case "additional entries matching the search parameters can be located in the event the 
database has been modified and contains new entries that satisfy the search parameters" (Hartman col. 
9, lines 24-27). 

Claim 82: 

See above rejection of claim 80. Furthermore, as noted in claim 80, Hartman in col. 9, lines 22-32 
discloses maintaining a particular criteria filters. 

Claim 84: 

See above rejection of claim, 82. In addition, note that Zandi discloses sending bid offers, which may be 
selected by borrowers, and are hence automatically approved. 

Claim 115: 

See above rejection of claim 74. In addition, Zandi discloses that each bid offer includes specific terms 
(see i.e. coL 6, lines 57-58 showing analysis of particular loan offers). Norris also discloses that an offer 
may include terms and conditions. 

Claim 117: 
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See above rejection of claim 74. In addition, Zandi discloses that borrowers may accept bids, which 
modifies the loan request (see e.g. col. 5, lines 10-15). 

Claim 118: 

See above rejection of claim 74. In addition, Zandi, in col. 6, lines 57-58 discloses a measure of match 
between the offered loan programs and the loan request. 

Claim 138: 

See above rejection of claim 82. In addition, Zandi, in col. 5, lines 10-15 discloses that acceptance of an 
offer is binding. 

Claim 156: 

See above rejection of claim 76. In addition, Norris, in col. 7, lines 17-23, discloses that the offer is 
subject to provision or verification of information needed to complete the loan request. 

Claims 74, 76. 78, 80, 82, 84, 94, 97, 99, 100, 102, 109-110, 112, 114-178. any of which have not been 
explicitly shown as above, are rejected for the same reasons as above for the relevant passages cited. 
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Conclusion 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this Office action. 
Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). Applicant Is reminded of the 
extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action Is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to Kevin H. Flynn 
whose telephone number is 571.270.3108. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 
9:30am-5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Hayes can be reached at 571.272.6708. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 
http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <httpy/pair-direct.uspto.gov>. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll- 
free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents 
P.O. Box 1450 
Alexandria, VA 22313 
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or faxed to 571-273-8300. 

Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and Trademark 
Office Customer Service Window: 

Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314. 

/Kevin H. Flynn/ 
Examiner. Art Unit 3628 
15 Decennber2010 

/JOHN W HAYES/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3628 
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Priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119 

12)0 Acknowledgment is made of a claim for foreign priority under 35 U.S.C. § 119(a)-(d)or (f). 
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DETAILED ACTION 



Status of Claims 



1. This action is in reply to the response filed on 4 August 2010 and IDS filed 30 September 2010. 

2, Claims 70-73, 87-90, 104, 106 have been amended. 

3, Claims 118-139 haven been added. 

4. Claims 70-73, 87-90, 103-108, 1 14-139 are currently pending and have been examined. 



Response to Amendment 

The amendment to the claims filed on 4 August 2010 does not comply with the requirements of 
37 CFR 1.121(c) because claim 72 recites "previously presented" but includes amended claim language. 
Amendments to the claims filed on or after July 30, 2003 must comply with 37 CFR 1 .121(c) which states: 



(c) Claims. Amendments to a claim must be made by rewriting the entire claim with all changes 
(e.g., additions and deletions) as indicated in this subsection, except when the claim is being canceled. 
Each amendment document that includes a change to an existing claim, cancellation of an existing claim 
or addition of a new claim, must include a complete listing of all claims ever presented, including the text 
of all pending and withdrawn claims, in the application. The claim listing, including the text of the claims, 
in the amendment document will serve to replace all prior versions of the claims, in the application. In the 
claim listing, the status of every claim must be indicated after its claim number by using one of the 
following identifiers in a parenthetical expression: (Original), (Currently amended), (Canceled), 
(Withdrawn), (Previously presented), (New), and (Not entered). 

(1) Claim listing. All of the claims presented in a claim listing shall be presented in 
ascending numerical order. Consecutive claims having the same status of "canceled" or "not entered" 
may be aggregated into one statement (e.g., Claims 1-5 (canceled)). The claim listing shall commence 
on a separate sheet of the amendment document and the sheet(s) that contain the text of any part of the 
claims shall not contain any other part of the amendment. 

(2) When claim text with markings is required. All claims being currently amended in an 
amendment paper shall be presented in the claim listing, indicate a status of "currently amended," and be 
submitted with markings to indicate the changes that have been made relative to the immediate prior 
version of the claims. The text of any added subject matter must be shown by underlining the added text. 
The text of any deleted matter must be shown by strike-through except that double brackets placed 
before and after the deleted characters may be used to show deletion of five or fewer consecutive 
characters. The text of any deleted subject matter must be shown by being placed within double brackets 
if strike-through cannot be easily perceived. Only claims having the status of "currently amended," or 
"withdrawn" if also being amended, shall include markings. If a withdrawn claim is currently amended, its 
status in the claim listing may be identified as "withdrawn — currently amended." 

(3) When claim text in clean version is required. The text of all pending claims not being 
currently amended shall be presented in the claim listing in clean version, i.e., without any markings in the 
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presentation of text. The presentation of a clean version of any claim having the status of "original," 
"withdrawn" or "previously presented" will constitute an assertion that it has not been changed relative to 
the immediate prior version, except to omit markings that may have been present in the immediate prior 
version of the claims of the status of "withdrawn" or "previously presented." Any claim added by 
amendment must be indicated with the status of "new" and presented in clean version, /.e., without any 
underlining. 

(4) When claim text shall not be presented; canceling a claim. 

(i) No claim text shall be presented for any claim in the claim listing with the 
status of "canceled" or "not entered." 

(ii) Cancellation of a claim shall be effected by an instruction to cancel a 
particular claim number. Identifying the status of a claim in the claim listing as "canceled" will constitute an 
instruction to cancel the claim. 

(5) Reinstatement of previously canceled claim. A claim which was previously canceled 
may be reinstated only by adding the claim as a "new" claim with a new claim number. 



The amendment will be entered, but an explanation to this deficiency must be pointed out in the 
reply to this Office Action. The reply must state whether the applicant intended to amend claim 72 with 
similar language as to claim 70, as presented. 



Response to Arguments 

5. Regarding the previous 35 USC § 101 rejections, applicant has successfully amended the claims, 
and, accordingly, the rejection is rescinded. 

6. Regarding the previous 35 USC § 1 12, 1^^ paragraph rejection of claims 71, 73. 88, 90, 104, 106. 
Applicant has amended the claims to include proper language that is supported by the 
specification, and, accordingly, the rejection is rescinded. 

7. Regarding the previous 35 USC § 112, 1^* paragraph, Applicant has successfully shown that the 
automation step is in regard with a lender's action, which is supported by the specification, and, 
accordingly, the rejection is rescinded. However, as shown below, there is an additional issue 
regarding the newly amended claims, see updated rejection below. 

8. Regarding the prior art of record Applicant asserts that the combination of Tengel/Norris would 
not have been obvious and cannot be used to reject the claims. In particular, Applicant asserts 
that TengeFs loan search of multiple lenders cannot be combined with Norris' automatic loan 
offers (Applicant's arguments, p. 24). Examiner respectfully disagrees. It is the combination of the 
references, not their individual functionality that discloses the limitations of the claims. In 



EXHIBIT G - page 4 



Application/Control Number: 1 1/248.018 Page 4 

Art Unit: 3628 

particular, Tengel does disclose searching for the best possible loans (col. 9, lines 32-59), and 
subsequently applying for them (col. 9, line 60 - col. 10, line 13). The Tengel reference thereafter 
requires manual lender approval for the particular loan request (col. 10, lines 14-19). However. 
Norris discloses that a particular loan offer may be automatically extended rather than requiring 
manual approval (col. 6, lines 46-52). Accordingly, it is the combination of Tengel and Norris that 
render the claim obvious, namely the structures and databases of Tengel, with the automatic 
acceptance of Noms, Furthermore, as shown below, Dykstra, in col. 4, lines 11-20 discloses 
communication with a remote database for approval, and col. 6, line 57 - col. 7, line 7 discloses 
that approval may be made remotely. 

9. Applicant further argues against the references, in particular the MARS reference. Applicant 
asserts that the MARS reference would not work with the Tengel/Norris reference because it 
requires batch processing (Applicants arguments, p. 25). Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
MARS, in p. 1-15, specifically discloses that there are two versions, one online and one batch. 
Furthermore, the MARS reference is mostly used to show what Is strongly hinted at in the Tengel 
reference, namely that there are indeed multiple borrowers using the system at once. 

10. Applicant's arguments regarding Dykstra are moot in view of the amendments. In particular, 
previously cited MARS discloses maintaining a mortgage's status in a databse (p. 1-22). 

11. In addition, see updated rejection below. 

Ciaim Rejections - 35 USC §112 

12. The following is a quotation of the first paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall contain a written description of the invention, and of the manner and 
process of making and using it, in such full, clear, concise, and exact terms as to enable any 
person skilled in the art to which it pertains, or with which it is most nearly connected, to make 
and use the same and shall set forth the best mode contemplated by the inventor of canrying out 
his invention. 

13. Claims 128. 130, 132, 134, 136, 138 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, first paragraph, as failing 
to comply with the written description requirement. The claim(s) contains subject matter which 
was not described in the specification in such a way as to reasonably convey to one skilled in the 
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relevant art that the inventor(s), at the time the application was filed, had possession of the 
claimed invention. The claims include the limitation "wherein said one or more actions include 
acceptance by a borrower after comparison with at least one additional loan offer", which is 
dependent upon the limitation "wherein the loan offer is condition upon one or more actions after 
said loan offer is extended". While there is mention of comparison of multiple offers within the 
specification (p. 34, line 20 - p. 35, line 2), there is no language that requires or suggests that the 
offer is conditional upon comparison to a separate offer. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

14. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 
rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as 
set forth in section 102 of this title, If the differences between the subject matter sought to be 
patented and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious 
at the time the invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said 
subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention 
was made. 

15. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co,, 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 (1966), 
that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. . Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 

16. Claims 89-90 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tenge! et al. (US 
5.940,812) in view of in view of Norris (US 5,870,721). 

Claim 89: 

Tengel, as shown, discloses the following !imitation(s): 
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• receiving a loan application from a loan applicant over a computer network (Tengel col. 8, lines 
50-58; col. 9, lines 11-15); and 

• at a computing device configured as a server, processing the loan application in real-time to 
determine whether the loan application meets certain lending criteria of a lender (Tengel col. 9, 
lines 23-31); and 

Regarding the limitation: 

• providing a loan offer to the loan applicant electronically. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a borrower is qualified for a loan, but 
does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, Nonris, in at least col 6, 
lines 46-64 discloses qualifying a bonrower and offering a loan automatically. It would have been obvious 
to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 

Clainns 90: 

Tengel/Norris, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 70, 72, 89, 103, and 105. In addition, 
Norris discloses the following limitation: 

• wherein the loan offer is conditional upon one or more actions after said loan offer is extended 
(Norris col. 7, lines 18-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include loan 
conditions as taught by Norris in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have performed the 
same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the 
results of the combination were predictable. 

17. Claims 87-88, 103-108, 114-117, 133, 135, 137, 139 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Tengel et al. (US 5,940.812) in view of GHR SERVICES, INC., "MARS 
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System Administration", 1994, GHR Services, Inc. (hereinafter "MARS") (Cite No. 11, IDS filed 
by Applicant 2/29/2008) in view of Norris (US 5,870,721). 

Claim 87: 

Tengel, as shown, discloses the following limitation(s): 

• receiving a loan application from a loan applicant over a computer networl< (Tengel col. 8, lines 
50-58; col. 9, lines 11-15); and 

• at a computing device configured as a server, processing the loan application to determine 
whether the loan application meets certain lending criteria of a lender {Tengel col. 9, lines 23-31); 
and 

Regarding the limitation: 

• at a database including memory or mass storage and configured to maintain loan infomnation, 
maintaining the loan application and its corresponding status so that the loan application 
information and status information is available in real-time to the loan applicant over the computer 
network, 

Tengel, in at least col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses maintaining a loan application, but 
does not specifically disclose its status. However, MARS, in p. 1-22, discloses that loan status of 
particular loans are available to over a computer network. It would have been obvious to combine the 
method of maintaining loan applications with the technique of maintaining loan application status "to allow 
a User Member to receive Loan Status" (MARS p. 1-22). 
Regarding the limitation: 

• providing a loan offer to the loan applicant over the computer network so that the loan applicant 
can accept or reject the loan offer. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a borrower is qualified for a loan, but 
does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, Noms, In at least col 6, 
lines 46-64 discloses qualifying a bon^ower and offering a loan automatically. It would have been obvious 
to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
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offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 

EXAMINER'S NOTE: The limitations "so that the loan application information and status information is 
available in real-time to the loan applicant over the computer network" and "so that the loan applicant can 
accept or reject the loan offer'' are merely a statements of intended use and is only afforded patentable 
weight to the extent that it actual limitations on the Invention, which are met by the teachings of Tengel, 
MARS and Norris. 

Claim 103: 

Tengel, as shown, discloses the following limitation(s): 

• said server being configured to compare thie loan inquiry information in real-time with information 
provided by one or more lenders to identify certain lenders that can satisfy the one or more loan 
inquiries (Tengel col. 9, lines 23-31); and 

Regarding the limitation: 

• a server including a computing device and configured to access a loan inquiry form, and to 
respond to requests from client devices including information about one or more of a plurality of 
loan inquiries (Tengel col. 8. lines 37-58; col. 9, lines 11-15); and 

Tengel, in col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses a database that includes a loan profile for a 
loan request, but does not specifically disclose that the database includes a plurality of loan profiles. In 
addition, Tengel, in Fig. 1, col. 4, lines 53-61 discloses a plurality of borrower terminals, and in col. 8, 
lines 59-65 discloses retrieving a particular borrower profile based on specifying information (eg social 
security), both of which suggest a plurality of loan profiles. However, MARS, on p. 1-15, discloses that a 
plurality of loan profiles are stored in a database, which may be accessed online or downloaded in 
batches. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include multiple loan profiles as taught by MARS in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
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performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding the limitation: 

• said server being configured to provide at least one loan offer in response to one or more lenders 
that can satisfy the one or more loan inquiries. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a borrower is qualified for a loan, but 
does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, Norris, in at least col 6, 
lines 46-64 discloses qualifying a borrower and offering a loan automatically. It would have been obvious 
to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 

Claim 105: 

Tengel, as shown, discloses the following limitation(s): 

• said server being configured to compare the credit request information in real-time with certain 
criteria specified by one or more lenders to identify certain lenders that can satisfy the one or 
more credit requests (Tengel col. 9, lines 23-31); and 

Regarding the limitation: 

• a server including a computing device and configured to access a fonn, and to respond to 
requests from client devices Including information about one or more of a plurality of credit 
requests (Tengel col. 8, lines 37-58; col. 9, lines 11-15); 

Tengel, in col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses a database that includes a loan profile for a 
loan request, but does not specifically disclose that the database includes a plurality of loan profiles. In 
addition, Tengel, in Fig. 1, col. 4, lines 53-61 discloses a plurality of borrower terminals, and in col. 8, 
lines 59-65 discloses retrieving a particular borrower profile based on specifying information (eg social 
security), both of which suggest a plurality of loan profiles. However, MARS, on p. 1-15, discloses that a 
plurality of loan profiles are stored in a database, which may be accessed online or downloaded in 
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batches. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include multiple loan profiles as taught by MARS in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding the limitation: 

• said server being configured to provide at least one loan offer in response to the one or more 
credit requests. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a borrower is qualified for a loan, but 
does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, Norrls, In at least col 6, 
lines 46-64 discloses qualifying a bon^ower and offering a loan automatically. It would have been obvious 
to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3. lines 17-19). 

Claim 107: 

Tengel, as shown, discloses the following limitation(s): 

• said server being configured to compare credit request details and identifying at least one lender 
that can satisfy the one or more credit requests (Tengel col. 9, lines 23-31 ); and 

Regarding the limitation: 

• a server including a computing device and configured to access a fonv, and to respond to 
requests from client devices including details relating to one or more of a plurality of credit 
requests (Tengel col. 8, lines 37-58; col. 9, lines 1 1-15); 

Tengel, in col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses a database that includes a loan profile for a 
loan request, but does not specifically disclose that the database includes a plurality of loan profiles. In 
addition, Tengel, in Fig. 1, col. 4, lines 53-61 discloses a plurality of borrower terminals, and in col. 8, 
lines 59-65 discloses retrieving a particular borrower profile based on specifying information (eg social 
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security), both of which suggest a plurality of loan profiles. However, MARS, on p. 1-15, discloses that a 
plurality of loan profiles are stored in a database, which may be accessed online or downloaded in 
batches. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include multiple loan profiles as taught by MARS In the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding the limitation: 

• said server being configured to provide details of at least one lender* s offer in response to the 
one or more credit requests. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a borrower is qualified for a loan, but 
does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, Norris, In at least col 6, 
lines 46-64 discloses qualifying a borrower and offering a loan automatically. It would have been obvious 
to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 

Claims 88,104,106: 

Tengel/MARS/Norris, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 87, 103, and 105. In addition, 
Norris discloses the following limitation: 

• wtierein the loan offer is conditional upon one or more actions after said loan offer is extended 
(Norris col. 7, lines 19-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include loan 
conditions as taught by Norris in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have perfomied the 
same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the 
results of the combination were predictable. 
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Claims 108: 

Tengel/MARS/Norris, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 107. In addition, Norris discloses 
the following limitation: 

• wherein the details include specific terms of a lender's offer to grant the credit request (Norris col. 
6, lines 52-54). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include loan 
conditions as taught by Norris in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have performed the 
same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the 
results of the combination were predictable. 

Claim 114-115: 

Tengel/MARS/Norris, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 72 and 74. In addition, Norris 
discloses the remaining limitation: 

• wherein said steps of providing at least one loan offer are in response to a decision (Norris col. 6, 
lines 46-47). 

It would have been obvious to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique 
of providing automatic loan offers in response to a decision because "Avoiding human intervention not 
only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also eliminates bias in the decision to approve or 
deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 

Claim 116: 

Regarding the limitation: 

• at a server, said server including a computing device, configured to access a database and to 
respond to requests from client devices, providing access to a database of a plurality of loan 
profiles relating to corresponding loan requests; and 
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Tengel, in col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses a database that includes a loan profile for a 
loan request, but does not specifically disclose that the database includes a plurality of loan profiles. In 
addition, Tengel, in Fig. 1, col. 4, lines 53-61 discloses a plurality of borrower terminals, and in col. 8, 
lines 59-65 discloses retrieving a particular borrower profile based on specifying information (eg social 
security), both of which suggest a plurality of loan profiles. However, MARS, on p. 1-15, discloses that a 
plurality of loan profiles are stored in a database, which may be accessed online or downloaded in 
batches. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include multiple loan profiles as taught by MARS in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill In the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding the limitation: 

• at a server, responding in real-time to at least one of the loan requests by providing at least one 
loan offer for a particular loan request. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a borrower is qualified for a loan, but 
does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, Norris, in at least col 6. 
lines 46-64 discloses qualifying a bonrower and offering a loan automatically. It would have been obvious 
to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 

Claim 117: 

Regarding the limitation: 

• a server including a computing device and configured to access a database and to respond to 
requests from client devices, said server providing access to a database of a plurality of loan 
profiles relating to corresponding loan requests; and 
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Tengel, in col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses a database that includes a loan profile for a 
loan request, but does not specifically disclose that the database includes a plurality of loan profiles. In 
addition, Tengel, in Fig. 1, col. 4, lines 53-61 discloses a plurality of borrower terminals, and in col. 8, 
lines 59-65 discloses retrieving a particular borrower profile based on specifying information (eg social 
security), both of which suggest a plurality of loan profiles. However, MARS, on p. 1-15, discloses that a 
plurality of loan profiles are stored in a database, which may be accessed online or downloaded in 
batches. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the time of the invention to 
include multiple loan profiles as taught by MARS in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding the limitation: 

• wherein said server includes a software agent resident on said computing device configured to 
respond in real-time to at least one oftfie loan requests by providing at least one loan offer for a 
particular loan request. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a borrower is qualified for a loan, but 
does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, Norris, in at least col 6, 
lines 46-64 discloses qualifying a bonrower and offering a loan automatically. It would have been obvious 
to combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing lime and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 

Claims 133, 135, 137, 139: 

Tengel/MARS/Norris/Dykstra, as shown atx)ve, disclose the limitations of claims 88, 90, 104, 106. In 
addition, Nonris discloses the limitation: 

• wherein said one or more actions include one or more further actions performed by a borrower 
after acceptance of said loan offer (Nonris coL 6, line 66 - col. 7, line 4 and col. 7, line 11-13, 
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disclosing requiring a borrower to scan a particular agreement into the system following 
acceptance). 

18, Claims 70-73 118-127. 129, 131 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tengel et al. (US 5,940.812) in view of GHR SERVICES, INC., "MARS System Administration", 
1994, GHR Services, Inc. (hereinafter "MARS") (Cite No. 1 1, IDS filed by Applicant 2/29/2008) in 
view of Norrls (US 5,870,721 ) in view of Dykstra (5.61 1 ,052). 

Claim 70: 

Regarding the limitation: 

• at a server, said server including a computing device, configured to access a database and to 
respond to requests from client devices, providing access to a database of a plurality of loan 
profiles relating to corresponding loan requests (Tengel col. 8, lines 50-58; col. 9, lines 11-15); 
and 

Tengel, in col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses a database that includes a loan profile for a 
loan request, but does not specifically disclose that the database includes a plurality of loan profiles. In 
addition, Tengel. in Fig. 1, col. 4, lines 53-61 discloses a plurality of borrower terminals, and in col. 8, 
lines 59-65 discloses retrieving a particular borrower profile based on specifying information (eg social 
security), both of which suggest a plurality of loan profiles. Hbwever, MARS, on p. 1-15. discloses that a 
plurality of loan profiles are stored in a database, which may be accessed online or downloaded in 
batches. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include multiple loan profiles as taught by MARS in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding the limitation: 
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• at a server, responding in real-time to at least one of the loan requests by automatically 
generating a message in response to said database, said message providing at least one loan 
offer for a particular loan request. 
Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a bon^ower is qualified for a loan, and in 
col. 10, lines 14-19 discloses a lender may review a loan request to decide whether to provide the loan, 
but does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, MARS, in p. 1-15 
discloses that lenders may receive loan requests, and in MARS p. 1-21 discloses that loans may be 
approved following their receipt (see also Fig. 1.1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to combine the method of requesting a loan with the technique of 
approving a loan so that "the amount of time any potential borrower must wait for loan approval is also 
significantly reduced" (Tengel col. 10, lines 27-28). 

MARS, in p. 1-7, point 7, discloses that loan status may be downloaded to the point-of-sale, but does not 
specifically that the approved loan status is an offer. However, Norris, In at least col. 6, lines 46-64 
discloses a qualified a borrower may be offered a loan automatically. It would have been obvious to 
combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human Intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 
Furthemiore, Norris does not specifically disclose that a loan qualification decision may be made 
remotely. However, Dykstra, in col. 4, lines 11-20 discloses communication with a remote database for 
approval, and col. 6, line 57 - col. 7, line 7 discloses that approval may be made remotely. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill In the art at the time of the invention to include remote approval as 
taught by Dykstra in the system of Norris, since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old 
elements, and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it did 
separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination 
were predictable. 

Claim 72: 
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Regarding the limitation: 

• at a server, said server including a computing device, configured to access a database and to 
respond to requests from client devices, providing access a database of a plurality of loan profiles 
relating to corresponding loan requests (Tengel col. 8, lines 50-58; col. 9, lines 11-15); and 

Tengel, in col. 8, lines 50-58 and col. 9, lines 11-15 discloses a database tliat includes a loan profile for a 
loan request, but does not specifically disclose that the database includes a plurality of loan profiles. In 
addition, Tengel, in Fig. 1, col. 4, lines 53-61 discloses a plurality of borrower terminals, and in col. 8, 
lines 59-65 discloses retrieving a particular borrower profile based on specifying information (eg social 
security), both of which suggest a plurality of loan profiles. However, MARS, on p. 1-15, discloses that a 
plurality of loan profiles are stored in a database, which may be accessed online or downloaded in 
batches. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
include multiple loan profiles as taught by MARS in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is 
merely a combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have 
performed the same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have 
recognized that the results of the combination were predictable. 
Regarding the limitation: 

• wherein said server includes a software agent resident on said computing device configured to 
respond in real-time to at least one of the loan requests by automatically generating a message in 
response to said database, said message providing at least one loan offer for a particular loan 
request. 

Tengel, in at least col. 9, lines 23-26, discloses criteria for which a bon^ower is qualified for a loan, and in 
col. 10, lines 14-19 discloses a lender may review a loan request to decide whether to provide the loan, 
but does not specifically disclose offering a loan for a particular request. However, MARS, in p. 1-15 
discloses that lenders may receive loan requests, and in MARS p. 1-21 discloses that loans may be 
approved following their receipt (see also Fig. 1.1). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art at the time of the invention to combine the method of requesting a loan with the technique of 
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approving a loan so that "the amount of time any potential bon^ower must wait for loan approval is also 
significantly reduced" (Tengel col. 10, lines 27-28). 

MARS, in p. 1-7, point 7, discloses that loan status may be downloaded to the point-of-sale, but does not 
specifically that the approved loan status is an offer. However, Norris, in at least col. 6, lines 46-64 
discloses a qualified a borrower may be offered a loan automatically. It would have been obvious to 
combine the method having a profile and loan request with the technique of providing automatic loan 
offers because "Avoiding human intervention not only saves processing time and reduces errors, but also 
eliminates bias in the decision to approve or deny the loan" (Norris col. 3, lines 17-19). 
Furthermore, Norris does not specifically disclose that a loan qualification decision may be made 
remotely. However, Dykstra, in col. 4, lines 11-20 discloses communication with a remote database for 
approval, and col. 6, line 57 - col. 7, line 7 discloses that approval may be made remotely. It would have 
been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include remote approval as 
taught by Dykstra in the system of Norris, since the claimed invention is merely a combination of old 
elements, and in the combination each element merely would have performed the same function as it did 
separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the results of the combination 
were predictable. 

Claims 71, 73: 

Tengel/MARS/Nonris/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 70, 72, In addition, 
Norris discloses the following limitation: 

• wherein the loan offer is conditional upon one or more actions after said loan offer is extended 
(Norris col. 7, lines 19-23). 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to include loan 
conditions as taught by Norris in the system of Tengel, since the claimed invention is merely a 
combination of old elements, and in the combination each element merely would have perfonned the 
same function as it did separately, and one of ordinary skill in the art would have recognized that the 
results of the combination were predictable. 
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Claims 118, 123: 

Tengel/MARS/Norris/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 70. 72. In addition, 
MARS discloses the limitation: 

• said message being directed at a client device associated with a corresponding loan request 
(MARS p. 1-22 showing the status updates available to particular users associated with the loan). 

Claims 119, 124: 

Tengel/MARS/Noms/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 70, 72. In addition, 
MARS discloses the limitation: 

• said message being triggered by an action associated with a corresponding loan request (MARS 
p. 1-22 showing a status update, p. 1-21 showing that status updates can Include loan approval). 

Claims 120, 125: 

Tengel/MARS/Nonris/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 70, 72. In addition, 
MARS discloses the limitation: 

• said message being triggered by an action taken by a lender (MARS p. 1-22 showing a status 
update, p. 1-21 showing that status updates can include loan approval by a lender; see also 
Tengal col. 10, lines 14-19 showing lender receipt of a loan request and undenfl/riting approval). 

Claims 121, 126: 

Tengel/MARS/Non^ls/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 70, 72. In addition, 
MARS discloses the limitation: 

• said message being triggered by an action taken in response to a corresponding loan request 
(MARS p. 1-22 showing a status update, p. 1-21 showing that status updates can include loan 
approval; see also Tengal col. 10, lines 14-19 showing lender receipt of a loan request and 
underwriting approval). 
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Claims 122, 127: 

Tengel/MARS/Norris/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 70. 72. In addition, 
MARS discloses the limitation: 

• said message being triggered by a change in said database (MARS p. 1-22 showing a status 
update, p. 1-21 showing that status updates can include loan approval; see also Tengal col. 10, 
lines 14-19 showing lender receipt of a loan request and undenwriting approval). 

Claims 129, 131: 

Tengel/MARS/Norris/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 71, 73. In addition, 
Norris discloses the limitation: 

• wherein said one or more actions include one or more further actions performed by a borrower 
after acceptance of said loan offer (Norris col. 6, line 66 - col. 7, line 4 and col. 7, line 11-13, 
disclosing requiring a borrower to scan a particular agreement into the system following 
acceptance). 

19. Claims 132, 134. 136, 138 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Tengel et al. (US 5.940,812) in view of GHR SERVICES, INC., "MARS System Administration", 
1994. GHR Services, Inc. (hereinafter "MARS") (Cite No, 1 1, IDS filed by Applicant 2/29/2008) in 
view of Norris (US 5,870,721) in view of Ord, "Canada's Electronic Mortgage Market", Mortgage 
Originator, July 1996 (Applicant's IDS submitted 5 June 2009, NPL cite 18) (hereinafter "Ord"). 

Claims 132, 134, 136, 138: 

Tengel/MARS/Nonris/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 88, 90. 104, 106. 
Regarding the limitation: 

• wherein said one or more actions include acceptance by a borrower after comparison with at 
least one additional loan offer. 
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Tengel, in col. 9, lines 32-59 discloses comparison of various loan products, but does not specifically 
disclose comparison with an additional loan offer. However, Ord, in p. 16, col. 2, H 3 and p. 17, col. 1 ^ 6 

- col. 2,^1, discloses comparing various loan offers before acceptance of a loan offer. It would have 
been obvious to combine the method of comparing loan products with the technique of comparing 
particular loan offers because "The customer wins by getting the best offer" (Ord p. 18. col. 3, U 5). 

20. Claims 128, 130 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Tengel et al. 
(US 5,940,812) in view of GHR SERVICES. INC., "MARS System Administration", 1994. GHR 
Services, Inc. (hereinafter "MARS") (Cite No. 11, IDS filed by Applicant 2/29/2008) in view of 
Norris (US 5.870,721) in view of Dykstra (5,611.052) in view of Ord, "Canada's Electronic 
Mortgage Marker, Mortgage Originator. July 1996 (Applicant's IDS submitted 5 June 2009, NPL 
cite 18) (hereinafter "Ord"). 

Claims 128, 130: 

Tengel/MARS/Non-is/Dykstra, as shown above, disclose the limitations of claims 71, 73. Regarding the 
limitation: 

• wherein said one or more actions include acceptance by a borrower after comparison with at 
least one additional loan offer. 
Tengel, in col. 9, lines 32-59 discloses comparison of various loan products, but does not specifically 
disclose comparison with an additional loan offer. However, Ord, in p. 16, col. 2, If 3 and p. 17, col. 1^6 

- col. 2, H 1 , discloses comparing various loan offers before acceptance of a loan offer. It would have 
been obvious to combine the method of comparing loan products with the technique of comparing 
particular loan offers because "The customer wins by getting the best offer" (Ord p. 18, col. 3, H 5). 
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Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
Is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this final action. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or concerning this 
communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be directed to Kevin H. Flynn 
whose telephone number is 571.270.3108. The Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday, 
9:30am-5:00pm. If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, John W. Hayes can be reached at 571.272.6708. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent Application 
Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications may be obtained from 
either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished applications Is available through 
Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR system, see 

http://portal.uspto.gov/external/portal/pair <http://pair-direct.uspto.gov>. Should you have questions on 
access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll- 
free). 

Any response to this action should be mailed to: 

Commissioner of Patents 

P.O. Box 1450 

Alexandria, VA 22313 
or faxed to 571-273-8300. 



EXHIBIT G - page 23 



Application/Control Number: 11/248.018 
Art Unit: 3628 



Page 23 



Hand delivered responses should be brought to the United States Patent and Trademark 



Office Customer Service Window: 



/Kevin H. Flynn/ 
Examiner, Art Unit 3628 
6 October 2010 



Randolph Building 
401 Dulany Street 
Alexandria, VA 22314. 



/JOHN W HAYES/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 3628 
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